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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
40 CFR Part 258
[FRN]
RIN: 2050-AEQ7
Project XL Site-gpecific Rulemaking for Yolo County Landfill, Davis, Yolo County, Cdifornia
AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
ACTION: Proposed rule.
SUMMARY: The Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) istoday proposing a Ste-specific rule to
implement a project under the Project XL program, an EPA initiative to alow regulated entitiesto
achieve better environmenta results at decreased costs. Today’s proposal would provide regulatory
flexibility under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, for the Yolo
County Landfill, Davis, Yolo County, Cdifornia

Y olo County has proposed a project under EPA’s Project XL to use certain bioreactor
techniques a its municipa solid waste landfill (MSWLF), specificdly the addition of bulk or non-
containerized liquid wagtes into the landfill to accelerate the biodegradation of landfill waste and
decrease the time it takes for the waste to sabilize in the landfill. The principa objective of this
bioreactor XL project isto evaluate waste decomposition rates when leachate is supplemented with
other liquid additions. In order to carry out this project, Y olo County would need relief from certain
requirements in EPA regulations which set forth operating criteriafor MSWLFs and preclude the

addition of bulk or non-containerized liquid wastes. To achieve the objectives of the project, today’s
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proposed rule would provide regulatory flexibility from Liquid Restrictions, which precludesthe
addition of bulk or non-containerized liquid wastes. The Y olo County bioreactor project is one of
severa bioreactor XL projects currently being considered by EPA.

DATES: Public Comments: Comments on the proposed rule must be received on or before
[INSERT DATE 30 days after publication].

Public Hearing: Commentors may request a public hearing by [INSERT DATE 14 days after

publication] during the public comment period. Commentors must state the basis for requesting the
public hearing. If EPA determinesthere is sufficient reason to hold a public hearing, it will do so no
later than [INSERT DATE 21 days after the publication date], during the last week of the public
comment period. Requests for a public hearing should be submitted to the address listed below. If a
public hearing is scheduled, the dete, time, and location will be made available through a Federa
Regigter notice or by contacting Sherri Walker at the EPA Headquarters office (see ADDRESSES
section).
ADDRESSES: Request to Speak at Hearing: Requests to spesk at a hearing should be mailed to the
RCRA Information Center Docket Clerk (5303G), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20460. Please send an origina and two copies of al
comments and refer to Docket Number F-2000-Y CLP-FFFFF. A copy should also beto Ms. Sherri
Waker a the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W. (1807),
Washington D.C. 20460.

Comments: Written comments should be mailed to the RCRA Information Center Docket

Clerk (5305W), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W., Washington,
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D.C. 20460. Please submit an origina and 3 copies of written comments aswell asan origind and 3
copies of any attachments, enclosures, or other documents referenced in the comments and refer to
Docket Number F-2000-Y CLP-FFFFF. A copy should aso be sent to Ms. Sherri Waker at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave,, N.W., (1807) Washington D.C.
20460.

EPA will aso accept comments dectronicaly. Comments should be addressed to the following

Internet address: walker.sherri@epa.gov. Electronic comments must be submitted as an ASCII,

WordPerfect 5.1/6.1/8 format file and avoid the use of specia characters or any form of encryption.
Electronic comments will be transferred into a paper verson for the officia record. EPA will attempt to
clarify eectronic commentsif thereis an goparent error in transmission.

Viewing Project Materids A docket containing the proposed rule, supporting materias, and
public commentsis available for public ingpection and copying a the RCRA Information Center (RIC)
located at Crystd Gateway, 1235 Jefferson Davis Highway, First Floor, Arlington, Virginia The RIC
is open from 9:00 am. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding federd holidays. The publicis
encouraged to phone in advance to review docket materias. Appointments can be scheduled by
phoning the Docket Office at (703) 603-9230. Refer to RCRA Docket Number F-2000-Y CLP-
FFFFF. The public may copy amaximum of 100 pages from any regulatory docket at no charge.
Additional copies are $0.15 per page. Project materials are also available for review for today’s action
on the world wide web at  https.//mwww.epa.gov/projectx!/.

A duplicate copy of the docket is available for ingpection and copying at the regiond office in

which the landfill project is located.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Ms. Sherri Wdker at the U.S. Environmenta
Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W. (1807), Washington D.C. 20460, (202) 260-
4295, walker.sherri @epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The proposed rulemaking would amend 40 CFR 258.28(a) by adding a new 40 CFR
258.28(a)(3) and will create anew section, 40 CFR 258.41. Section 258.28(a) currently prohibits
gpplication of bulk or noncontainerized liquid waste into amunicipd solid waste landfill unit unless: (1)
the waste is household waste other than septic waste; or (2) leachate or gas condensate derived from
the landfill unit and the unit is designed with a specific composte liner meeting the requirements of 40
CFR 258.40(b), as incorporated by 40 CFR 258.40(a)(2). The proposed rulemaking would create a
third exception to the prohibition pertaining to the gpplication of bulk or noncontainerized liquid waste
by referring to the new section 40 CFR 258.41, pertaining to Project XL Bioreactor Landfills.

This proposed rule will add new section 40 CFR 258.41. Section 258.41(b) will apply only to
Module D of the Yolo County Landfill in Davis, Cdifornia. Currently, Module D of the Y olo County
Landfill, which otherwise conforms to the requirements of 40 CFR 258.40()(2), has a composite liner
which not only meets, but exceeds the requirements set forth at 40 CFR 258.40(b). Thus, Module D
of this Landfill can, under federd law, not only currently add household liquid waste, other than septic
waste, but can dso recirculate leachate or condensate gas derived from the landfill unit. Today’s
proposed rule would alow the owner/operator of the Y olo County Landfill to aso add other types of
liquid waste to Module D of the Landfill. The proposed rule will become effective only after

promulgation of thefind rule in the Federd Regigter.
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This proposed rulemaking alowing for addition of other types of liquid waste into Module D of
the Y olo County Landfill requires compliance with each of the design, monitoring, recordkeeping,
reporting, and operationa requirements proposed under this rulemaking. It isaso “conditiond” on the
issuance of a permit executed by the locd ar quality management digtrict under the Clean Air Act, 42
U.S.C. 7401 et seq., as st forth in the proposed rule. Upon completion of the rulemaking, these
requirements and conditions are enforceable in the same way that current RCRA standards for solid
wadte landfills are enforcegble to ensure that management of nonhazardous solid waste is performed in
amanner that is protective of human health and the environmen.

EPA is proposing to alow Yolo County to undertake this XL Project with the requested
regulatory flexibility to determineif the addition of other types of liquid wastes will result in superior
environmenta performance and sgnificant costs savings while remaning protective of human hedth and
the environment.

Today’ s proposed rulemaking will not affect the provisons or gpplicability of any other existing
or future regulations.

EPA is soliciting comment on this rulemaking. EPA will publish responsesto commentsin a
subsequent find rule. Theindividud XL projects consdered under future rulemakings will enter the
implementation phase only when each of the rules addressing these other landfills have been
promulgated. No addition or recirculation of other types of liquid waste beyond those currently
alowed in accordance with 40 CFR 258.28(a) will occur at any proposed Project XL landfill until such
time asafind rule rdating to such landfill has been duly promulgated and dl other appropriate federd,

gtate and/or loca permits and other gpplicable conditions have been fully satisfied.
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Outline of Today’s Document

The information presented in this preamble is arranged as follows:

Authority

Background

What is Project XL?

Wheét are Bioreactor Landfills?

Overview of the Yolo County Landfill XL Project

What kind of liner isrequired by current federd regulations?

What Solutions are Proposed by the Yolo County XL Project?

What Regulatory Changes will be Necessary to Implement this Project?
1 Liquid Regtrictions for MSWLFs (40 CFR 258.28)

2. Proposed Site-Specific Rule

How Have Various Stakeholders Been Involved in this Project?

How Will this Project Result in Cost Savings and Paperwork Reduction?

How Long Will this Project Last and When Will it be Complete?

V. Additiond Information

How to Request a Public Hearing

How Does this Rule Comply With Executive Order 12866: Regulatory Planning and Review?
IsaRegulatory Hexibility Anadyss Required?

Is an Information Collection Request Required for this Project Under the Paperwork Reduction

Act?



E. Does This Project Trigger the Requirements of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act?

F. How Does this Rule Comply with Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Environmental Hedth Risks and Safety Risks?

G. How Does this Rule Comply With Executive Order 13132: Federdism

H. How Does this Rule Comply with Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments ?

Does this Rule Comply with the Nationd Technology Transfer and Advancement Act?

I. Authority

Thisruleis proposed under the authority of sections 1008, 2002, 4004, and 4010 of the Solid
Waste Disposa Act of 1970, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 6907, 6912, 6945, and 6949).

IL. Background
A. What is Project XL?

Project XL isan EPA initiative to dlow regulated entities to achieve better environmenta results
at lesscost. Project XL -- “eXcellence and Leadership” -- was announced on March 16, 1995 asa
centrd part of the Nationd Performance Review and EPA’s efforts to reinvent environmenta
protection. See 60 FR 27282 (May 23, 1995). Specificaly, Project XL gives alimited number of
regulated entities the opportunity to develop their own pilot projects and dternative Srategiesto
achieve environmenta performance that is superior to what would be achieved through compliance with

current and reasonably anticipated future regulations. These efforts are crucid to the Agency’s ability
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to test new regulatory strategies that reduce regulatory burden and promote economic growth while
achieving better environmental and public hedth protection. The Agency intends to evauate the results
of thisand other XL projects to determine which specific elements of the projects, if any, should be
more broadly applied to other regulated entities for the benefit of both the economy and the
environment.

Project XL isintended to dlow EPA to experiment with untried, potentidly promising
regulatory approaches, both to assess whether they provide benefits at the specific facility affected, and
whether they should be considered for wider gpplication. Such pilot projects dlow EPA to proceed
more quickly than would be possible when undertaking changes on a nationwide bass. EPA may
modify rules, on agite- or state-gpecific basis, that represent one of severa possible policy approaches
within amore generd datutory directive, S0 long as the dternative being used is permissible under the
Satute.

Adoption of such dternative approaches or interpretations in the context of a given XL project
is not an indication that EPA plansto adopt that interpretation as a genera matter or even in the context
of other XL projects. It would be incons stent with the forward-looking nature of these pilot projectsto
adopt such innovative approaches prematurely on awidespread bass without first determining whether
or not they are viable in practice and successful for the particular projects that embody them. These
pilot projects are not intended to be a means for piecemed revison of entire programs.

EPA believesthat adopting dternative policy gpproaches and/or interpretations, on alimited,
dte- or sate-specific basis and in connection with a carefully selected pilot project, is consstent with

the expectations of Congress about EPA’ s role in implementing the environmenta statutes (so long as
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EPA acts within the discretion dlowed by the statute). Congress recognition that there is a need for
experimentation and research, as well as ongoing reevauation of environmentd programs, isreflected in
avariety of statutory provisions, e.g., section 8001 of RCRA, (42 U.S.C. 6981).

Under Project XL, participantsin four categories (facilities, industry sectors, governmental
agencies, and communities) are offered the opportunity to develop common sense, cost-effective
drategies that will replace or modify specific regulatory requirements on the condition that they produce
and demondtrate superior environmentd performance. To participate in Project XL, applicants must
develop dternative pollution reduction Strategies pursuant to eight criteria (1) superior environmenta
performance; (2) cost savings and paperwork reduction; (3) stakeholder involvement and support; (4)
test of an innovative Strategy; (5) transferahility; (6) feeshility; (7) identification of monitoring, reporting,
and evduation methods; and (8) avoidance of shifting risk burden. The project must have full support
of affected federd, Sate, and triba agenciesto be sdected. For more information about the XL
criteria, readers should refer to two descriptive documents published in the Federd Register (60 FR
27282, published May 23, 1995 and 62 FR 19872, published April 23, 1997) and the document
entitled “ Principles for Development of Project XL Fina Project Agreements,” dated December 1,
1995.

Development of a Project has four basic phases. theinitial pre-proposa phase where the
project sponsor comes up with an innovative concept that it would like EPA to congder as an XL pilot;
the second phase where the project sponsor works with EPA and interested stakeholdersin
developing its XL proposd; the third phase where EPA, locd regulatory agencies, and other interested

stakeholders review the XL proposdl; and the fourth phase where the project sponsor works with
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EPA, locd regulatory agencies, and interested stakeholdersin developing the Fina Project Agreement
and legd mechanisms. The XL pilot proceeds into the implementation phase and evauation phase after
promulgation of the required federd, state and local legd mechanisms and after the designated
participants sgn the FPA.

The FPA is a non-binding written agreement between the project sponsor and regulatory
agencies. The FPA contains a detailed description of the proposed pilot project. It addresses the eight
Project XL criteriaand discusses how EPA expects the project to meet that criteria. The FPA
identifies performance goas and indicators which will enable the project sponsor to demonstrate
superior environmental benefits. The FPA aso discusses adminigtration of the agreement, including
dispute resolution and conditions for termination of the agreement. On August 29, 2000, EPA
published anotice in the Federd Register requesting comments on the FPA for the Y olo County
bioreactor landfill XL Project. EPA recaeived no comments on the FPA during the 14 day public
comment period. In the event that Y olo County, EPA Region 9's Regiond Administrator and the state
of Cdifornia agree to extend this proposed rule beyond Phase | of Module D, another Find Project
Agreement will be entered into.

B.  What are Bioreactor Landfills?

A bioreactor landfill is generaly defined as alandfill operated to transform and stabilize the
readily and moderately decompaosable organic congtituents of the waste stream by purposeful control to
enhance microbiologica processes. Bioreactor landfills often employ liquid addition including leachate
recirculation. A byproduct of the decomposition processis landfill gas, which includes methane, carbon

dioxide, and volatile organic compounds (VOC's). Landfill gases are produced sooner in a bioreactor

10
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than in aconventiond landfill. Therefore, bioreactors often incorporate state-of -the-art landfill gas
collection systems.

On April 6, 2000, EPA published a document in the Federal Register requesting information on
bioreactor landfills, because the Agency is consdering whether and to what extent the Criteriafor
Municipa Solid Waste Landfills, 40 CFR part 258, should be revised to allow for leachate
recirculation over dternaive linersin MSWLFs. (65 FR 18015). EPA is seeking information about
liquid additions and leachate recirculation in MSWLFs to the extent currently dlowed, i.e., in MSWLFs
designed and constructed with a composite liner as specified in 40 CFR 258.40(8)(2).

Proponents of bioreactor technology note that operation of MSWLFs as bioreactors provide a
number of environmenta benefits, including: (1) increasing the rate of waste decompaosition, which in
turn would extend the operating life of the landfill and lessen the need for additiona landfill space or
other disposd options; (2) decreasing, or even diminating, the quantity, and increesing the qudity, of
leachate requiring treatment and offsite disposal, leading to decreased risks and costs associated with
leachate management, treatment and disposd; (3) reduced post-closure care costs and risks, due to the
accderated, controlled settlement of the solid waste during landfill operation; (4) lower long term
potentia for leachate migration into the subsurface environment; and (5) opportunity for recovery of
methane gas for energy production.

EPA isdso congdering severd XL pilot projectsinvolving operation of landfills as bioreactors
throughout the country. These landfill projects will enable EPA to evauate benefits of different
dternative liners and leachate recirculation systems under various terrains and operating conditions. As

expressed in the above-referenced April 2000 Federal Register document, EPA isinterested in

11



assessing the performance of landfills operated as bioreactors, and these XL projects could contribute
valuable data.

The Yolo Country XL project and other XL projects would provide additional information on
the performance of MSWLFswhen liquids are added to the landfill. The Agency isdso interested in
determining whether and which types of dternative liners are capable of meeting the design
performance sandard including maintaining a hydraulic head at acceptable levels.

The terms of the Y olo County bioreactor project are contained in a Find Project Agreement
(FPA). EPA sought public comment on the draft FPA on August 29, 2000. The Final Project
Agreement is available to the public at the EPA Docket in Washington, D.C., in the EPA Region 9
library, and on the world wide web at https.//www.epa.gov/projectxl/.

III.  Overview of the Yolo County Landfill XL Project

The Yolo County Centrd Landfill (YCCL) is an existing non-hazardous municipd waste landfill
with two surface impoundments for disposa of selected non-hazardous liquid wastes. This site
encompasses 722 acres and is owned and operated by Yolo County. Itislocated at the intersection of
Road 104 and Road 28H, 2 miles northeast of the City of Davis, Cdifornia. The Y CCL was opened
in 1975 for the digposal of non-hazardous solid waste, construction debris, and non-hazardous liquid
waste. Exigting on-dte operations include an deven-year old landfill methane gas recovery and energy
generation facility, adrop-off areafor recyclables, ametd recovery facility, wood and yard waste
recovery and processing area, and a concrete recycling area.

Adjacent land uses include the City of Davis Wastewater Treatment Plant lagoons located

immediately east and south of the landfill and the Willow Sough By-pass which runs pardld to the
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southern boundary of the site. The remainder of land uses adjacent to the Site are agricultura (row
crops).

Groundwater levels at the facility fluctuate 8 to 10 feet during the year, risng from the lowest in
September to the highest around March. Water level dataindicate that the water level table istypicaly
410 10 feet below ground surface during the winter and spring months. During the summer and fall
months, the water table istypicaly 5 to 15 feet below ground surface. In January 1989, the County of
Y olo congructed a soil/bentonite durry cutoff wall to retard groundwater flow to the landfill Ste from
the north. The cutoff wall was congtructed aong portions of the northern and western boundaries of
the site to a maximum depth of 44 feet and has atotal length of 3,680 feet, 2,880 feet dong the north
Sde and 800 feet dong the west. Inthefdl of 1990, irrigation practices to the north of the landfill Ste
were dtered to minimize the infiltration of water. Additionaly, Sixteen groundweter extraction wells
wereingalled south of the cutoff wall in order to lower the water table south and east of thewall. The
purpose was to depress the water table to provide vertical separation between the base of the landfill
and the groundwater.

Y olo County proposes to operate the next phase of its landfill module (Module D) as both an
anaerobic and aerobic bioreactor. Twelve acres of the 20-acre module have been constructed (Phase
). Ten acreswould be operated as a full scale anaerobic bioreactor, while the remaining two acres
would be operated as an agrobic pilot demonstration cell.

A. What kind of liner is required by current federal regulations?
Currently, the federd regulations outline two methods for complying with liner requirements for

municipa solid waste landfills. The first method is a performance standard set out under 40 CFR

13
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258.40(8)(1). Thisgandard alows ingalation of any liner configuration provided the liner designis
approved by an EPA approved state and the design ensures that certain congtituent concentrations are
not exceeded in the uppermost aquifer underlying the landfill facility at the point of compliance.

The second method is set out in 40 CFR 258.40(a)(2) and (b). Section 258.40(b) specifiesa
gpecific liner design which congsts of two components: (1) an upper component comprising aminimum
of 30 mil flexible membrane liner (60 mil if High Dengity Polyethylene (HDPE) is used); and (2) alower
component comprising at least two feet of compacted soil with a hydraulic conductivity no greeter than
1x107 cm/sec.

B. What Solutions are Proposed by the Yolo County XL Project?

The bottom liner system of Module D was designed to exceed the requirements of Subtitle D of
the Federd guiddines and was upgraded from other liner systems used previoudy at the Ste. The
County believes that, given the congiructed configuration and the stringent monitoring and operationd
requirements proposed for Module D, the proposed liner systlem will be suitable for usein the
bioreactor operations.

The Module D liner and leachate collection system conssts, from top to bottom, of a 2 foot
thick chipped tire operations/drainage layer (k> 1 cm/sec), a blanket geocomposite drainage layer, a
60-milliliter (mil) High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) liner, 2 feet of compacted day (k<6 x 10°
cnm/sec), 3 feet of compacted earth fill (k< 1 x 10 cm/sec), and a 40 mil HDPE vapor barrier layer™.

The permeabiility (k) of the clay liner, as congtructed, is on the average about 6 x 10° cm/sec

1 Golder Associates, “Final Report, Construction Quality Assurance, Y olo County Central Landfill, WMU 6, Module
D, Phase 1 Expansion”, December 1999.

14
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and the earth fill averaged about 1 x 108 cm/sec. These two layersin effect provide a5 foot thick
composteliner. Itisanticipated that thisliner system, coupled with the lower permesbility, will result in
adgnificantly more effective barrier to leachate migration than the prescriptive liner system.

The liner system within the collection trenches and sump areas was upgraded further to a
double composite liner to account for infringement on the 5 foot groundwater offset and to minimize
potentiad leskage in these critica collection areas where head on the primary liner will be & its greatest.
Specificdly, the liner and leachate collection system in the collection trenches and sumps conssts, from
top to bottom, of aminimum of 2 feet of grave drainage materid, a protective geotextile layer, a
blanket geocomposite drainage layer, a primary 60-mil HDPE liner, a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL)

(k< 5 x 10° cnvsec), a secondary 60-mil HDPE liner, 2 feet of compacted clay (k< 6 x 10° cm/sec), a
minimum of 0.5 feet of compacted earth fill (k< 1 x 10® cm/sec), and a 40-mil HDPE vapor barrier
layer. Thethickness of the compacted earth fill actudly varies from a minimum &t the south end of the
trench of 0.5 feet to a maximum of about 2.5 feet a the upper, north end of the leachate collection
trench. Leachate collection pipes were aso placed in the collection trench and at other locations on top
of the primary liner to trangport leachate immediately to the sumps for recovery, remova, and
recirculation, as needed.

As described above, the more rigorous Module D leachate collection and recovery system
(LCRS) and liner system is expected to outperform the Subtitle D liner design requirements. The
LCRS has been designed and congtructed to be free-draining throughout the life of the module and will
maintain less head over the primary liner system than the type of liner prescribed by Subtitle D.

For the anaerobic operation, it is estimated that during peak liquid additions, up to 10 gallons

15



per minute (gpm) of liquid per 10,000 square feet (.1 gpm per 100 square feet) of disposd areawill
typicaly be ddivered to the waste once the module has reached its design height. Based on aprevious
amaller scae demondration cdll, the amount of liquid added would be in the range of 30 to 50 gdlons
per ton of waste. According to results of the bioreactor demonstration project by Moore et d.2, the
average leachate generated during liquid introduction peaked at about 47% of the liquid delivery rate,
which would equate to gpproximately 20 gpm per acre for the proposed program. Given a 10 acre
drainage areq, the tota anticipated flow into any given sump would be gpproximately 200 gpm
(288,000 gdlons per day) assuming there will be no preferred pathways within the waste mass.

For the aerobic operation, liquid will be added to waste at afaster rate since the aerobic
reaction causes much of the water to evaporate. It is estimated that the range of water used will be 200
to 400 gallons of water per ton of waste.

Liquid will be gpplied during strategic periods to temporarily raise the moisture content of the
waste to provide optimum conditions for rgpid degradation and improved gas production. Thisliquid
will initidly congst of amixture of leachate and condensate from other Waste Management Units and
ground water (from the extraction wells) delivered through a series of pipes, drip irrigation, or other
goplication systems ether after the landfill reachesits design height or after an interim cover and gas
collection system has been constructed to control the landfill gases generated. The water will
continually be introduced (as needed) to raise the moisture content within the waste to near itsfield

capacity. Theliquid application system will be constructed such that the solution can be gpplied or

2 Moore et a ., “Hydraulic Characteristics of Municipal Solid Waste Findings of the Y olo County Bioreactor Landfill
Project.”, Thirteenth International Conference on Solid Waste Technology and Management, Philadel phia, PA,
November 1997.
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discontinued a designated locations to raise and lower the moisture within the waste.

Y olo County will monitor moisture content throughout the life of the module through the use of a
network of moisture sensors to be ingalled during waste placement. A moisture sensor system used
during a bioreactor demonstration project in Module B proved to be very effective and will be the basis
for thelayout in Module D. Specifically, the moisture sensors will be ingtdled a 20-foot increments of
depth at a spacing of about 100 feet on center. Using these sensors, the County can determine where
liquid application can be increased or decreased to optimize the effectiveness of the system and to
prevent build-up of head over the liner.

The County will messure the quantity of leachate and applied liquid throughout the life of the
module. Once leachate is produced, it will supplement the system and be re-circulated, thereby
reducing the amount of clean water used. Liquid will be quantified using flow sensorsingtdled on the
leachate discharge line, re-circulation line, and liquid gpplication line. These sensorswill provide direct
flow readout for determining flow rates in the pipdines and the totd flow of dl theliquid used and
|eachate produced.

The County will aso monitor the head over the liner after waste placement using a network of
pressure transducers and sensors. These devices will be ingdled on the primary liner, immediately
before waste placement, to provide measurements of the leachate depth. Severd of these transducers
were ingaled in the LCRS during the Module D congtruction.

In the event that the transducers indicate that the head is going to exceed the dlowable va ue,
the system will automaticaly start pumps to reduce the liquid level and shut-off vaves to reduce the

liquid application rate. These measures would be used to reduce the liquid application rate across the

17
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entire module or specificdly, in the area of head build-up. Generdly, the County will only continue to
aoply the liquid until the gas generation phase of the unit is complete, at which time leachate production
is anticipated to continually decrease until conclusion of the post-closure period. The County will dso
closdly monitor the qudity of the leachate to evauate the systemn, determine the methods for future
leachate treatment, and provide a basis for future use of Smilar bioreactors at the Ste or esewhere.

Findly, the degradation and gas production of the waste is a0 related to the temperature
within the decomposing waste. The effectiveness of both aerobic and anaerobic bioreactorsis
dependent on keegping within an optimum temperature range; therefore, the County will ingtall
temperature gaugesto ad in the operation of the system. The temperature gauge network will be
placed in asmilar pattern to the moisture sensors at designated intervas throughout the waste mass.

For the Y olo County bioreactor landfill proposal, the superior environmenta benefits include:
(& maximizing landfill gas control and minimizing fugitive methane and VOC emissons, (b) greater
recovery of landfill methane; (c) landfill life extenson and/or reduced landfill use; and (d) minimizing
leachate-associated concerns.

a Maximizing landfill gas control and minimizing fuaitive methane and VOC emissons  Landfill

gas contains roughly 50% methane, a potent greenhouse gas. In terms of climate effects, methane is
second in importance only to carbon dioxide. Landfill gas dso contains volatile organic compounds
(VOC's) that are air pollutants of locad concern. Y olo County will immediatdy begin collecting landfill
gas by ingdling a gas collection system congsting of a surface permegble gas collection layer overlan
by acover of soil with an embedded membrane. Gas will be withdrawn such that this permeable layer

benesth surface containment will be & a dight vacuum. This sysem will minimize the amount of landfill

18



-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

gas emitted to the environment.

b. Expedited methane generation/recovery. Inthe Yolo bioreactor, the mgority of the

methane will be generated over amuch earlier and shorter time period than a conventiond landfill. This
is expected to minimize the long-term low-rate methane generation often lost in conventiond landfill
practices.

c. Landfill life extenson and/or reduced landfill use. The more rapid converson of greater

quantities of solid waste to gas reduces the volume of the waste. Settlement inthe Yolo test cdl is
dready over 18% in three years. Volume reduction trandates into either landfill life extenson and/or
lesslandfill use. Thus, this bioreactor landfill will be able to accept more waste over its working
lifetime. Additiondly, fewer landfills may be needed to accommodate the same inflows of waste from a
given population

d. Minimizing |leachate-associated concerns. The bioreactor processes, both anaerobic and

aerobic, have been shown in studies at many scaes to reduce the concentration of many leachate
pollutants. These include organic acids and other soluble organic pollutants. Since a bioreactor
operation brings pH to near-neutral conditions, metas of concern are largely precipitated and
immobilized in the waste.
C. What Regulatory Changes will be Necessary to Implement this Project?
1 Exigting Liquids Regtriction for MSWLFs (40 CFR 258.28)

EPA isproposing a ste-specific rule to grant regulatory flexibility from 40 CFR 258.28 Liquid
Redtrictions, which precludes the addition of bulk or noncontainerized liquid wagte. In its XL project,

the County is proposing to add ground water from its extraction wells as aliquid amendment, aswell as
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other liquids such as gray-water from the local waste water treatment plant, septic waste, and food-
processing wadte thet is currently being land gpplied. Liquid wastes such asthese, which normdly have
no beneficid use, may beneficidly enhance the biodegradation of solid waste in the landfill which isthe
subject of this project.
2. Proposed Site-Specific Rule

Today’ s proposal would amend 40 CFR 258.28(a) by adding a new paragraph 8258.28(a)(3)
to refer to anew section of therules, 8258.41. The new 8258.41(b) would specificaly apply to the
Y olo County Landfill in Davis, Cdifornia only and would dlow Module D of that landfill to receive bulk
or non-containerized liquid wastes as long as that module met the design criteria set forth in
§258.41(b). Additiondly, the proposed rule would impase certain minimum monitoring and reporting
requirements on Y olo County, which, among other things, will facilitate EPA’s evauation of the project.

The reason that the exigting regulation requires a leachate collection system and a composite
liner design as specified in 40 CFR 258.40(8)(2) isto ensure that contaminant migration to the aquifer is
controlled (56 FR 50978, 51056 (Oct. 9, 1991)). The proposed rule would not change the
requirement in 8258.28(a)(2) that a leachate collection system as described in 8258.40(a)(2) bein
placein order for leachate to be recirculated in the landfill unit. These requirements would be
requirements of new 8§258.41(b) and Y olo County’ s proposed Module D would till be required to
have leachate collection systems designed to maintain leachate over the liner a a depth of lessthan 30
cm. In addition, since Yolo County’s design of its liner goes beyond the requirements of Subtitle D of
the Federd Regulations, EPA believes that adding additiond liquid wastes into Module D would not

result in any increased leskage to groundwater from the bioreactor cells.
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D. How Have Various Stakeholders Been Involved in this Project?

Stakeholder involvement and support for this concept has already been demonstrated by
previous federa, state, and loca support of this bioreactor concept. For example, in 1994, the Yolo
County Planning and Public Works Department, initiated a demongtration project (Module B) to
evauate the Bioreactor Landfill concept for its Centrd Landfill near Davis, Cdifornia. The congruction
phase of the project was funded by Y olo and Sacramento Counties ($125,000 each), the Cdifornia
Energy Commission ($250,000), and the Cdlifornia Integrated Waste Management Board ($63,000).
More recent grant funding for the monitoring phase of the project has been received fromthe U. S,
Department of Energy through the Urban Consortium Energy Task Force ($110,000), and the Western
Regiona Biomass Energy Program ($50,000). Greenhouse gas and emission abatement cost-
effectiveness studies have recently been completed with $48,000 in support from the Federal Energy
Technology Center/Nationa Energy Technology Laboratory (hereafter, NETL). Further support,
$462,000 recently committed by NETL, is enabling operation of the test cdlls for gpproximately 2 more
years aswdl as helping prepare for the larger module operation. Furthermore, on January 26, 2000,
the California Integrated Waste Management Board granted Y olo County $400,000 for the
congtruction and testing of this full-scale bioreactor demongtration project.

Concerning local involvement for this XL project, Yolo County held a stakeholder meeting on
June 5™, 2000 for the full-scale demongtration project. Other informational meetings have been held
during the regular Waste Advisory Committee meetings to keegp the community informed on the
project. The County will dso convene periodic meetings of the stakeholder group to provide updates

on the project’s progress during the duration of the XL agreement. A public file on this XL project has
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been maintained at the webdte throughout project development, and the EPA will continue to update it
asthe project isimplemented. Additional information is available at EPA’s website at

https://Mmww.epa.gov/projectxl.

A detailed description of this program and the stakeholder support for this project isincluded in
the Find Project Agreement, which is available through the docket or through EPA's Project XL Site on
the Internet (see ADDRESSES section of this preamble).

Yolo County has preliminarily identified the following stakeholders:

Direct Participants:

U. S. Environmentd Protection Agency

Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA)

Ingtitute for Environmenta Management (IEM)

Cdifornia State Regiond Water Qudity Control Board, Central Valey Region 5

Y olo County Department of Environmental Hedlth

Y olo-Solano Air Quality Management District

Commentors:

Cdifornia Integrated Waste Management Board

Cdifornia State Water Resources Control Board

Cdifornia Air Resources Board

Nationa Energy Technology Laboratory (NETL, previoudy FETC), U. S. Department of

Energy

SWANA-Cdifornia Gold Rush Chapter and Southern Cdifornia Chapter
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Y olo County Waste Advisory Committee

Univergty of Cdiforniaa Davis

Geosynthetic Inditute, Drexd University

Members of the General Public:

Yolo County Citizens

Natura Resources Commission

Sacramento County Public Works Department, Solid Waste Management Divison

Cdifornia Energy Commisson

E. How Will this Project Result in Cost Savings and Paperwork Reduction?

As gated earlier, this project is expected to result in cost savings by virtue of assigting in an
increased rate of decompaosition of the waste placed in Module D of the landfill. The increased
decomposition rateis, in turn, expected to extend the life of the landfill, and, potentidly, result in direct
cost savingsto Yolo County. In addition, the methane generation and recovery operations are
expected to yidd increased methane recovery over a shorter time period, thereby resulting in increased
energy generdion for Yolo County beyond what would otherwise occur in a conventiond landfill.
Finally, no appreciable reduction in paperwork is anticipated.

F. How Long Will this Project Last and When Will it be Complete?

Aswith al XL projects testing aternative environmenta protection drategies, the term of this

XL Project isone of limited duration. Today's proposed rule would be in effect for five years. Inthe

event that EPA determines that this project should be terminated before the end of the five year period
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and that the Site-specific rule should be rescinded, the Agency would withdraw this rule through a
subsequent rulemaking. Thiswill afford dl interested persons and entities the opportunity to comment
on the proposed early termination and withdrawal of regulatory authority, and the proposed termination
would aso include any proposd for an interim compliance period while Y olo County returned to full
compliance with the existing requirements of 40 CFR part 258.

The FPA dlows any party to the agreement to withdraw from the agreement a any time
before the end of the five year period. It dso setsforth severd conditions that could trigger an early
termination of the project, as well as procedures to follow in the event that EPA, the State or local
agency seeks to terminate the project.

For example, an early concluson would be warranted if the project's environmenta benefits do
not meet the Project XL requirement for the achievement of superior environmentd results. In addition,
new laws or regulations may become gpplicable during the project term which might render the project
impractica, or might contain regulatory requirements that supersede the superior environmental benefits
that are being achieved under this XL Project. Or, during the project duration, EPA may decide to
change the federd rule dlowing recirculation over dterndive liners and the addition of outsde bulk
liquids for dl Subtitle D landfills. In that event, the FPA and ste-gpecific rule for this project would no

longer be needed.

IV. Additional Information
A. How to Request a Public Hearing

A public hearing will be held, if requested, to provide opportunity for interested persons to
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make oral presentations regarding this proposed rulemaking, in accordance with 40 CFR Part 25.
Persons wishing to make an oral presentation on the proposed Site specific rule at the Y olo County
Landfill should contact Sherri Walker a the address given in the ADDRESSES section of this
document. Any member of the public may file awritten statement before the hearing or after the
hearing to be received by EPA no later than fourteen days after publication of this proposed
rulemaking. Written statements should be sent to EPA a the addresses given in the ADDRESSES
section of this document. If apublic hearing is held, a verbatim transcript of the hearing and written
gatements provided at the hearing will be available for ingpection and copying during norma business
hours at the EPA addresses for docket ingpection given in the ADDRESSES section of this preamble.
B. How Does this Rule Comply With Executive Order 12866. Regulatory Planning and
Review ?

Because thisrule affects only one facility, it isnot arule of generd applicability and therefore
not subject to OMB review and Executive Order 12866. 1n addition, OMB has agreed that review of
dte specific rules under Project XL is not necessary.

C. Is a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis Required?

The Regulatory Hexihility Act (RFA), as amended by the Smdl Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA), 5 U.S.C. 601 et seq., generdly requires an agency to
prepare aregulatory flexibility analysis of any rule subject to notice and public comment rulemaking
requirements unless the agency certifies that the rule will not have a sgnificant economic impact on a
ubgtantid number of smdl entities. Smdl entitiesinclude smal businesses, samdl not-for-profit

enterprises, and smdl governmentd jurisdictions. Only the definition of “smal governmentd jurisdiction”
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isrdevant here. 5U.S.C. 601(5) defines“smal governmentd jurisdiction” to mean governments of
cities, counties, towns, townships, villages, schoal didtricts, or specid digtricts, with a population of less
than fifty thousand. According to Y olo County officids, the county population in 1990 exceeded
150,000; thus, Y olo County does not qudify as“smdl governmentd jurisdiction” within the meaning of
5U.SC. 601(5). Therefore, | certify that this proposed rule will not have a sgnificant economic
impact on a subgtantiad number of smal entities.

D. Is an Information Collection Request Required for this Project Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act?

This action does not impose an information collection burden under the provisons of the
Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. It isexempt from OMB review under the
Paperwork Reduction Act because it isa dte specific rule, directed to fewer than ten persons. 44
U.S.C. 3502(3),(10); 5 CFR 1320.3(c), 1320.4 and 1320.5.

E. Does This Project Trigger the Requirements of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act?

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public Law 104-4,
establishes requirements for Federa agencies to assess the effects of their regulatory actions on State,
local, and tribal governments and the private sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA, EPA generaly
must prepare awritten statement, including cost benefit analys's, for proposed and find rules with
“Federa mandates’ that may result in expenditures to State, locd, and triba governmentsin the
aggregate or to the private sector of $100 million or morein any one year. Before promulgating an
EPA rule for which awritten statement is needed, section 205 of the UMRA generdly requires EPA to

identify and condder a reasonable number of regulatory aternatives and adopt the least costly, most
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cost-effective or least burdensome dterndtive that achieves the objectives of the rule. The provisons of
section 205 do not apply when they are inconsstent with gpplicable law. Moreover, section 205
alows EPA to adopt an aternative other than the least costly, most cost-effective or least burdensome
dternative if the Adminigtrator publishes with the find rule an explanation of why that aternative was not
adopted. Before EPA establishes any regulatory requirements that may significantly or uniquely affect
smdl governments, including triba governments, it must have developed under section 203 of the
UMRA asmdl government agency plan. The plan mugt provide for notifying affected smal
governments, enabling officds of affected amdl governments to have meaningful and timdy input in the
development of the EPA regulatory proposd with significant Federd mandates, and informing,
educating, and advisng smdl governments on compliance with the regulatory requirements. As used
here, “small government” has the same meaning as that contained under 5 U.S.C. 601(5), that is,
governments of cities, counties, towns, townships, villages, school didtricts, or specid didtricts, with a
population of less than fifty thousand.

As discussed above, this proposed rule would have limited gpplication. 1t applies only to the
Y olo County landfill. If adopted, this proposed rule would result in acost savings for Y olo County
when compared with the costs it would have had to incur if required to adhere to the requirements
contained in the current rule. EPA has determined that this proposed rule does not contain a Federd
mandate that may result in expenditures of $100 million or more for sate, locd, or triba governments,
in the aggregate, or the private sector in any one year. Thus, today’s, proposd is not subject to the
requirements of section 202 and 205 of the UMRA. EPA has dso determined that this proposed rule
contains no regulatory requirements that might significantly or uniquely affect smdl governments.
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F. How Does this Rule Comply with Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks?

Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmenta Hedlth Risks and Safety
Risks’ (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997), gppliesto any rule that: (1) is determined to be “economically
sgnificant,” as defined in Executive Order 12886; and (2) concerns an environmenta hedth or safety
risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a digproportionate effect on children. If the regulatory
action meets both criteria, the Agency must evauate the environmenta hedlth or safety effects of the
planned rule on children and explain why the planned regulation is preferadle to potentidly effective and
feasble aternatives consdered by the Agency.

This proposed ruleis not subject to the Executive Order because it is not economically
sgnificant as defined in Executive Order 12866, and because the Agency does not have reason to
believe the environmentd health or safety risks addressed by this action present a disproportionate risk
to children. This proposed rule would dlow for the addition of bulk or non-containerized liquid
amendments over aliner that not only meets but exceeds the design requirementsin 40 CFR
258.40(b). Modding results predict thet thisliner is more protective than the prescribed composite
liner. Therefore, no additiond risk to public hedth, including children’s hedth, is expected to result
from this proposed rule.

G. How Does this Rule Comply With Executive Order 13132: Federalism ?

Executive Order 13132, entitled “ Federdism” (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999), requires

EPA to develop an accountable process to ensure “meaningful and timely input by State and loca

officidsin the development of regulatory policiesthat have federdism implications” The phrase,
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“Policies that have federdism implications’ is defined in the Executive Order to include regulations that
have “substantid direct effects on the States, on the relationship between the nationad government and
the States, or on the distribution of power and responsibilities among the various levels of government.”

This proposed rule does not have federalism implications. 1t will not have substantia direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the national government and the States, or on the
digribution of power and regpongbilities among the various levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132. This proposa would only affect one local governmentd entity and state, and
would provide regulatory flexibility for the state and local governmentd entity concerned. Thus,
Executive Order 13132 does not gpply to thisrule.

H. How Does this Rule Comply with Executive Order 13175: Consultation and

Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments?

Executive Order 13175, entitled “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments’ (65 FR 67249, November 6, 2000), requires EPA to devel op an accountable process
to ensure “meaningful and timely input by tribd officids in the development of regulatory policies that
have tribd implications” *“Policiestha have triba implications’ is defined in the Executive Order to
include regulations that have “substantia direct effects on one or more Indian tribes, on the rdationship
between the Federa government and the Indian tribes, or on the distribution of power and
responghilities between the Federd government and Indian tribes.”

Thisproposed rule does not have triba implications within the meaning of Executive Order
13175. It will not have substantia direct effects on triba governments, on the relationship between the

Federd government and Indian tribes, or on the distribution of power and respongbilities between the
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Federa government and Indian tribes, as specified in Executive Order 13175. The proposed rule
would impose no new requirements or costs on triba governments, nor doesiit ater the relationship or
digtribution of power or responsibilities between the Federd government and Indian tribes. Thus,
Executive Order 13175 does not gpply to thisrule.

However, EPA identified two Native American communities in the vicinity of the Y olo County
Landfill, the Rumsey and Cortina Rancherias. EPA natified the governments of both tribes of this
project and proposed ste-specific rule, and both tribes expressed interest in being kept informed of the
project asit progresses.

In the spirit of Executive Order 13175, and consistent with EPA policy to promote
communications between EPA and triba governments, EPA specificaly solicits additiond comment on
this proposed rule from tribd officids.

L Does this Rule Comply with the National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act?

Section 12(d) of the National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995
(“NTTAA”), Public Law 104-113, section 12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus Sandards in its regulatory activities unless such practice is inconsstent with gpplicable law or
otherwise impractical. Voluntary consensus standards are technicd standards (for example, materid
specifications, test methods, sampling procedures, and business practices) developed or adopted by
voluntary consensus standard bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to provide Congress, through OMB,
explanations when the Agency decides not to use available and gpplicable voluntary consensus

gandards. This proposed rulemaking however, does not involve any voluntary consensus standards.
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List of Subjectsin 40 CFR Part 258

Environmenta protection, landfill, solid waste.

Dated Chrigtine Todd Whitman,

Adminisrator.

For the reasons set forth, part 258 of title 40 Chapter | of the Code of Federad Regulationsis proposed
to be amended as follows:
PART 258 - CRITERIA FOR MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE LANDFILLS [AMENDED]
1 The authority citation for part 258 continues to reed as follows:
Authority: 33U.S.C. 1345(d) and (e); 42 U.S.C. 6902(a), 6907, 6912(a), 6944, 6945(c) and
6949a(C).
Subpart C — Operating Criteria
2. Amend §258.28 hy:
a Removing “or” at the end of paragraph ()(1).
b. Removing the period at the end of paragraph (8)(2) and adding init'splace”; or”.
c. Adding paragraph (a)(3).
The addition reads as follows:

§258.28 Liquid restrictions
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(a)* * *

(3) The MSWLF unitisaProject XL MSWLF and meets the applicable requirements of

§258.41. The owner or operator must place documentation of the landfill design in the

operating record and notify the State Director that it has been placed in the operating record.
Subpart D — Design Criteria

3. Subpart D isamended by adding anew §8258.41 to read as follows:

§258.41 Project XL Bioreactor Landfill Projects

(8) [Reserved]

(b) This section gpplies soldy to Module D of the Y olo County Centrd Landfill owned and
operated by the County of Yolo, Cdifornia, or its successors. It dlowsthe Yolo County
Centrd Landfill to add bulk or noncontainerized liquid wastes to Module D under the following
conditions.

(2) Module D shdl be desgned and constructed with a composite liner as defined in
§258.40(b) and aleachate collection system that functions and continuoudy monitors to ensure
that less than 30 centimeters depth of leachate is maintained over the liner.

(2) The owner or operator of the Yolo County Centrd Landfill must ensure that the
concentration vaues listed in Table 1 of §258.40 are not exceeded in the uppermost aquifer at
the rlevant point of compliance for the landfill as specified by the State Director under

§258.40(d).
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(3) The owner or operator of the Yolo County Centrd Landfill shal demonsdtrate that the
addition of any liquids to Module D does not result in an increased |eakage rate, and does not
result in liner dippage, or otherwise compromise the integrity of the landfill and itsliner system,
as determined by the State Director.

(4) The owner or operator of the Yolo County Centrd Landfill must ensurethat Module D is
operated in such a manner o asto prevent any landfill fires from occurring.

(5) The owner or operator of the Y olo County Centrd Landfill shal submit an annud report to
the EPA Regionad Adminigtrator and the State Director. The first report is due within 18
months after the effective date of thisrule. The report shal state what progress the Project XL
is making towards the superior environmental performance as stated in the Find Project
Agreement. The datain paragraphs (b)(5)(i) through (xvi) of this section may be summarized,
but, & a minimum, shal contain the minimum, maximum, median, and average data points as
wel| as the frequency of monitoring, as gpplicable. These reporting provisons shdl remainin
effect for aslong as the owner or operator of the Y olo County Central Landfill continues to add
liquid waste to Module D. Additiond monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements
related to landfill gaswill be contained in a permit executed by the locd air qudity management
district pursuant to the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. Application of this Ste-gpecific
rule to the Y olo County Centra Landfill is conditioned upon the issuance of such permit. The
annud report will indude, a aminimum, the following datax

() Amount of landfill gas generated;

(D) Percent capture of landfill gas;
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(ii)
(iv)
(v)

(vi)
(vii)

(i)
(ix)

Qudity of the landfill gas

Amount and type of liquids gpplied to the landfill;

Method of liquids gpplication to the landfill;

Quantity of waste placed in the landfill;

Quantity and qudity of leachate collected, including at least the following parameters,

monitored, a aminimum, on an annud bass

(A)
(B)
(©
(D)
(E)
(F)
(&
(H)

(1)
Q)
(K)
(L)

pH;

conductivity;

dissolved oxygen;

dissolved solids,

biochemicd oxygen demand,
chemicd oxygen demand;
organic carbon,

nutrients, (incdluding ammonia[“NH,"], total kjeldahl nitrogen [“*TKN"], and
total phosphorus[“TP’]);
common ions;

heavy metdls;

organic priority pollutants, and

flow rate

Quantity of leachate recirculated back into the landfill;

Information on the pretrestment of solid and liquid waste gpplied to the landfill;
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(x) Landfill temperature;

(xi)  Landfill moisture content;

(xii)  Dataon the leachate pressure (head) on the liner;

(xii)  The amount of aeration of the waste;

(xiv) Dataon landfill settlement;

(xv)  Any information on the performance of the landfill cover; and

(xvi)  Observations, information, or studies made on the physical stability of the landfill.

(6) This section will remain in effect until [five years fter the effective dete of thefind rulg]. By
[insert 5 years from the date of publication of the find rule], Yolo County Centrd Landfill shall
return to compliance with the regulatory requirements which would have been in effect absent
the flexibility provided through this Project XL Ste-specific rule. This section gppliesto Phase |l
of Module D. This section dso will gpply to any phase of Module D beyond Phase | only if a
second Fina Project Agreement that describes the additiona phase has been signed by
representatives of EPA Region 9, Y olo County, and the State of Cdifornia. Phase | of Module

D isdefined as the operation of twelve acres of the twenty acre Module D.
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